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ABSTRACT  

California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) staff proposes that the Energy 
Commission enter into a $5 million Electric Program Investment Charge (EPIC) grant 
agreement with the Schatz Energy Research Center of the Humboldt State University 
Sponsored Programs Foundation to build a microgrid at the Blue Lake Rancheria. The EPIC 
Program administered by the Energy Commission provides funding for applied research 
and development, technology demonstration and deployment, and market facilitation for 
clean energy technologies and approaches for the benefit of ratepayers of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison 
Company through a competitive grant solicitation process. 

Blue Lake Rancheria is a federally recognized Native-American Tribe located in Blue Lake, 
Humboldt County, California. The microgrid project would be constructed on land that is 
self-governed by the Blue Lake Rancheria. Blue Lake Rancheria conducted an 
environmental review according to their Environmental Policy Ordinance 02-2000, which 
requires a detailed report on the environmental impacts of the proposed action that is in 
substantial compliance with the requirements set out in the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). On March 31, 2015, Blue Lake Rancheria approved their Environmental 
Assessment (EA) of the proposed project and made a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) based on the information in the EA. 

Because the Energy Commission proposes to fund the microgrid project, an activity that 
may cause a direct or indirect physical change in the environment, the Commission must 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et 
seq.)  Energy Commission staff prepared an Initial Study that evaluates the potential effects 
to the environment located outside the tribal land. As described in the Initial Study, Energy 
Commission staff determines that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on 
the environment. Therefore, staff has prepared and recommends that the Energy 
Commission adopt a Negative Declaration for this project. 

 

Keywords: Energy Commission, Electric Program Investment Charge, EPIC, microgrid, 
solar photovoltaic (PV), grant, technology, California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA, 
Negative Declaration, Initial Study, National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, 
Environmental Assessment, Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), Blue Lake Rancheria 
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PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

PROJECT: 

Blue Lake Rancheria Microgrid Project – EPIC Grant 
428 Chartin Road 
Blue Lake, CA 95525 
 
LEAD AGENCY: 

California Energy Commission 
 
AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS: 

The Notice of Intent to adopt the proposed Negative Declaration has been posted on site, in 
three locations at 428 Chartin Road, Blue Lake, California 95525 and off site at the Blue Lake 
Post Office, 411 1st Street, Blue Lake, CA 95525, and at the County of Humboldt Clerk-
Recorder, 825 5th Street, Eureka, California 95501. 
 
This Energy Commission Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration are available at the 
following locations: 
 

• Online, at www.energy.ca.gov/research/epic/environmental_review_documents.html 
• At the California Energy Commission Library, located at 1516 Ninth Street, Sacramento, 

California 95814, Monday through Friday, between the hours of 8:30 AM and 4:30 PM 
• At the Blue Lake Rancheria Library, located at 428 Chartin Road Road, Blue Lake 

(Humboldt County), California 95525, Monday through Friday, between the hours of 
8:30 AM and 4:30 PM   

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

California Energy Commission staff proposes that the Energy Commission enter into a $5 
million Electric Program Investment Charge (EPIC) grant agreement with the Schatz Energy 
Research Center of the Humboldt State University Sponsored Programs Foundation to build a 
microgrid at the Blue Lake Rancheria (BLR) at 428 Chartin Road, Blue Lake, CA 95525. BLR 
is a federally recognized Native-American Tribe located in Blue Lake, Humboldt County, 
California. The project would be constructed on land that is self-governed by BLR and is 
subject to BLR’s Tribal Ordinance, including environmental review.  

2 

 



   
 
  

 
Location of Blue Lake Rancheria Microgrid Project (Source: Google Maps) 
 
Activities associated with the project would include grading a 1.8-acre parcel for a 500 kilowatt 
(kW) solar photovoltaic (PV) system, a 625 square-foot concrete pad for a battery energy 
storage system, and digging an 800-foot long trench for conduit and electrical wires to connect 
the PV system and battery system. More specifically, the project includes the following 
activities (BLR 2015a): 
 

• Site grading of 1.8-acre site for an approximate 500 kW ground mounted solar array; 
• Paving for solar array footings (approximately 20 footings at 3 square feet each); 
• Approximate 625 square-foot concrete pad for containment and enclosure for 800 kWh 

battery system; 
• Approximate 800 linear feet of underground conduit utility and power connections 

between the solar array and battery system and existing onsite infrastructure; 
• Approximate 100 square-foot concrete pad for ground-mounted recloser circuit breaker 

and associated equipment; 
• New and modified electrical equipment at existing structures in BLR casino, hotel, and 

tribal government office; 
• Purchase and transitioning of control of certain Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) electrical 

infrastructure from the main transformer at Chartin Road to the casino, hotel, and tribal 
office buildings; and  

• Potential expansion of the solar array and/or battery storage banks to achieve an 
approximate 1 megawatt (MW) solar array and an approximate 1,600 kWh battery 
system.  

Project Site 
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The EPIC Program administered by the California Energy Commission provides funding for 
applied research and development, technology demonstration and deployment, and market 
facilitation for clean energy technologies and approaches for the benefit of ratepayers of 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern 
California Edison Company through a competitive grant solicitation process.  
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) 
applies to discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved by public agencies. 
The definition of a “project” includes an activity that may cause a direct or indirect physical 
change in the environment which is supported in whole or in part through a grant from a public 
agency (Pub. Resources Code, § 21065). The CEQA Guidelines define a “public agency” as 
any state agency, board, or commission and any local or regional agency (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
14, § 15379). While CEQA applies to the Energy Commission, a state agency which proposes 
to fund the Blue Lake Rancheria Microgrid Project, it does not apply to the tribe.  
 
To comply with the Tribal Ordinance, BLR conducted an environmental review according to 
their Environmental Policy Ordinance 02-2000. The ordinance requires the tribe’s assessment 
to include a:  
 

“...detailed report on the environmental impacts of the proposed action which is in 
substantial compliance with the requirements set out in the National Environmental 
Policy Act [NEPA] (42 U.S.C. §4321, et seq.), the implementing regulations and 
guidance adopted by the Council on Environmental Quality, and the implementing 
regulations and guidance adopted by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, as they may be 
amended from time to time.”  

 
On March 31, 2015, BLR approved their Environmental Assessment (EA) of the proposed 
project and made a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) based on the information in the 
EA. The EA/FONSI is included in Appendix A of this Initial Study. 
 
Because BLR completed an analysis according to their own ordinance of the potential effects 
of the project on their own sovereign land, Energy Commission staff prepared an Initial Study 
that evaluates the potential effects to the environment located outside the tribal land. The 
discussion and analysis provided in this Initial Study use the term “offsite” to indicate areas 
outside tribal land. Based on Energy Commission staff’s review, staff concluded that for the 
following environmental topic areas, the project would not result in any effects at offsite 
locations and/or could result in effects solely on tribal land and already considered in the 
EA/FONSI.  
 

• Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Geology / Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Land Use / Planning 
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• Mineral Resources 
• Population / Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Utilities / Service Systems 

 
FINDINGS: 

This Initial Study found no significant offsite impacts to the environment from the proposed 
Blue Lake Rancheria Microgrid Project. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 

an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has 
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 
Signature         Date 
 
 
Printed Name        For 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

I.  Aesthetics. 
Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

    

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Visually, the area is predominantly rural in character. The hotel and casino associated with the 
Blue Lake Rancheria dominate the vertical viewscape in the project area. Wastewater 
treatment ponds, open grasslands, and trees dominate views of the remainder of surrounding 
areas. Views of homes and small businesses in the Blue Lake community are visible in 
peripheral views. State Route (SR) 299 traverses east-west approximately 500 feet to the 
north of the project site. Arcata-Eureka Airport and Murray Field, the closest airports to the 
project site, are located approximately 8 miles to the northwest and southwest, respectively.   
 
DISCUSSION 

Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The site is located adjacent to developed, disturbed areas. Although located in a rural 
area of Humboldt County, there are no visual features in the project area consisting of a 
scenic vista or unique scenic resource.  The project would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
 
NO IMPACT 
 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

The project site is located within viewing distance of SR 299. SR 299 in the project area 
is identified as an Eligible State Scenic Highway – Not Officially Designated 
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(CALTRANS 2015a). The project site is currently a grass area and contains no 
significant scenic resource. The project would not damage a scenic resource within view 
of a state scenic highway.   
 
NO IMPACT 

 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings? 

The project site is currently a grass area and is visible offsite from SR 299 which is 
located approximately 500 feet north and 20 feet above the project site. The majority of 
offsite views of the project site would originate from travelers along SR 299. 
Approximately 10,000 vehicles on SR 299 pass by the intersection with Blue Lake Road 
on an average daily basis (CALTRANS 2015b).  
 
As shown in the three views from SR 299 below, the Blue Lake Rancheria Casino and 
Hotel dominates the central view, particularly when looking to the west. Views to the 
south and east are obscured by vegetation and other structures.  
 

 
View towards project site looking east-southeast from State Route 299 (Source: Google Maps) 
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View towards project site looking south from State Route 299 (Source: Google Maps) 
 
 
 

 
View towards project site looking west from State Route 299 (Source: Google Maps) 
 
Construction of the proposed solar facility on the existing grass area would change the 
view of a relatively small area (approximately 1.8 acres) as viewed from SR 299 and in 
relation to existing structures and buildings associated with the Blue Lake Rancheria. 
The proposed solar facility would not substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the project area as viewed from offsite. 
 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 
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d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area? 

Solar panels manufactured today predominantly use a glass pane to cover the 
photovoltaic panel. The glass has the potential to reflect sunlight thereby creating glare 
in the project area. The proposed solar facility would be designed so that the solar 
panels are in a fixed position facing to the south with the panels themselves fixed to 
their bases on the ground. The solar panels would not move to track the sun. Based on 
this design, the front of the solar panels would face away from travelers along SR 299. 
Therefore, the solar facility would not create glare that could affect daytime views from 
offsite.   
 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 
 

 
MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed Blue Lake Rancheria Project would not result in significant, adverse visual or 
aesthetic impacts. 
 

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

III.  Air Quality.     
Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air pollution control 
district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. 

    

Would the project:     

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site would be located in the jurisdiction of the North Coast Unified Air Quality 
Management District (NCUAQMD). The District's responsibilities include the control of air 
pollution from stationary sources and fugitive emissions from construction activities 
(NCUAQMD 2015a). The air quality in Humboldt County is considered to be "in attainment" for 
state and federal ambient air quality standards except for California's 24-hour particulate 
matter (PM10) standard. Mobile sources such as trucks, automobiles and construction 
equipment, and their air pollutant emissions, are under the jurisdiction of the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB).  
 
The two air pollutants of greatest concern in the District are ozone and particulate matter. 
Humboldt County's sunny climate, pollution-trapping mountains and valleys, along with 
growing population, contribute to these pollutants’ levels. Ozone is an invisible secondary 
pollutant created by a chemical reaction that involves two precursor air pollutants (nitrogen 
oxides and reactive hydrocarbons) and sunlight. Ozone is a powerful respiratory irritant that 
can cause coughing, shortness of breath, headaches, fatigue and lung damage, especially 
among children, the elderly, the ill and people who exercise outdoors. Particulate matter 
contains fine mineral, metal, soot, smoke, and/or dust particles suspended in the air. Sources 
of particulate matter in the project area include on-road and off-road vehicles (e.g., engine 
exhaust, dust from unpaved roads), open burning of vegetation, residential wood stoves, and 
stationary industrial sources (e.g., factories). For health reasons, the air agencies are most 
concerned with particulate matter less than 10 and 2.5 microns in diameter (PM10 and PM2.5, 
respectively). Particles of these sizes can permanently lodge in the deepest, most sensitive 
areas of the lungs and cause respiratory and other health problems (NCUAQMD 2015b). 
 
Construction activities would include the operation of a ready mix truck (1 to 2 days total for 
battery storage system foundation), skid steer, mini excavator, grader, and water truck.  
 
DISCUSSION 

Would the project: 
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a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

Construction activities and operation of the proposed project would not violate the air 
quality plan of the NCUAQMD. In addition, there would be no activities associated with 
construction or operation of the proposed project that would violate an air quality 
standard or contribute to an existing air quality violation. All construction activities and 
equipment (i.e., ready mix truck, skid steer, mini excavator, grader, water truck) would 
be required to comply with all rules and regulations of the NCUAQMD and the ARB 
including for open burning (e.g., vegetation clearing) and toxic air contaminants (e.g., 
operation of construction equipment).  
 
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan: NO IMPACT 
 
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation: Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

The area of disturbance on the project site would be of relatively small size, less than 2 
acres, and construction activities would be limited to a 4-month period. As mentioned 
previously, the NCUAQMD is in non-attainment for California's 24-hour PM10 standard. 
Site grading would create particulate matter (i.e., dust). As such, construction activities 
would have the potential to increase the emissions of an air pollutant for which the 
project region is in non-attainment. The project proponent has identified that a watering 
truck would be used onsite to control fugitive dust on a daily basis, or more often as 
needed, unless it is raining (GANION 2015a). (See Appendix B.) With use of the 
watering truck during site grading, emissions of particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 
would be reduced and would not considerably increase the amount of this air pollutant 
in the project area.  
 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 
 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

The area of disturbance on the project site would be of relatively small size, less than 2 
acres, and construction activities would be limited to a 4-month period. Activities 
associated with the proposed project that have the potential to create the most 
pollutants (e.g., dust) would occur during site grading, which could affect sensitive 
receptors. However, construction activities would include the operation of a water truck 
which would substantially reduce the amount of dust created. With use of the water 
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truck, the proposed project would not have the potential to expose offsite receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations.  
 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

The project would not involve any activities or sources that create objectionable odors.  
 
NO IMPACT 
 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 
 
CONCLUSION 

The proposed Blue Lake Rancheria Project would not result in significant, adverse impacts to 
air quality.   
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

VIII.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials     
Would the project:     
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonable foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

f)    For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

residing or working in the project area? 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized area or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project is not located on an identified hazardous waste site. It is located approximately 350 
feet from the Blue Lake Rancheria Hotel and Casino.  
 
DISCUSSION 

Would the project: 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
 

The lithium battery elements that are combined to make up the battery storage system 
are similar to consumer-grade lithium ion batteries. They are small, self-contained, and 
semi-sealed, making leaks highly unlikely. The lithium contained in lithium ion batteries 
is contained in an ionic form within the electrolyte, making it less flammable than actual 
lithium metal, and the metals in lithium ion batteries - cobalt, copper, nickel and iron - 
are considered safe for landfills or incinerators.  

 
Furthermore, as stated in their submitted CEQA Compliance Form, the tribe has 
adopted the State of California’s Uniform Building Code (UBC) and International 
Building Code (IBC) and would issue the project a building permit ensuring compliance 
with these codes (BLR 2015b). (See Appendix C for the tribe’s submitted CEQA 
Compliance Form.)  This would further ensure safe installation and operation of the 
battery system. 

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable 

forseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 
 
In case battery leakage were to occur, the battery system would be enclosed in a 
containment system and would have an additional catchment system. This would 
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provide protection against leaks and would prevent contamination of run-off. Although 
there is the very unlikely potential for fire, significant impact from a hazardous materials 
release would be very unlikely.  
 
Furthermore, as stated in their submitted CEQA Compliance Form, the tribe has 
adopted the State of California’s Uniform Building Code (UBC) and International 
Building Code (IBC) and would issue the project a building permit ensuring compliance 
with these codes (BLR 2015b). (See Appendix C for the tribe’s submitted CEQA 
Compliance Form.)  This would further ensure safe installation and operation of the 
battery system. 

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
There is no school within one-quarter mile of the project.  
 
NO IMPACT 
 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

 
Staff reviewed two environmental hazard databases: the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database and the Environmental Protection 
(EPA) EnviroMapper database. The EnviroStor database provides access to information 
about environmental clean-ups and permitted facilities in a community. The 
EnviroMapper database provides access to several EPA databases that provide 
information about environmental activities potentially affecting air, water, and land 
anywhere in the United States. According to these databases, the project site is not 
included on a list of hazardous materials sites. 
 
NO IMPACT 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

 
The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an 
airport. 
 
NO IMPACT 

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 

safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
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The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 
NO IMPACT 
 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

 
The project would not provide any physical or hazardous material obstructions that 
would interfere with any emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
 
NO IMPACT 

 
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 

wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

 
The battery storage bank contains a small amount of lithium. It is enclosed in its own 
containment system and is UL certified. Lithium batteries can overheat and ignite under 
certain conditions. It would be unlikely that the lithium battery would cause a fire. If it 
did, however, the fire would likely be self-contained to the battery unit area and would 
not threaten people or structures.  
 
Furthermore, as stated in their submitted CEQA Compliance Form, the tribe has 
adopted the State of California’s Uniform Building Code (UBC) and International 
Building Code (IBC) and would issue the project a building permit ensuring compliance 
with these codes (BLR 2015b). (See Appendix C for the tribe’s submitted CEQA 
Compliance Form.)  This would also minimize the chance of battery fire. 
 
While the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of wildland 
fires, it would provide power generation, even if the local utility grid went offline, to Blue 
Lake Rancheria critical facilities, including an emergency operations center, American 
Red Cross emergency shelter, a fueling station, the community water supply, food 
market/storage/preparation facilities, and a wildland fire department, in the case of a fire 
or other disaster in the region. 
 

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 
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CONCLUSION 

The project’s Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts would be less than significant. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

IX.  Hydrology and Water Quality     
Would the project:     

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

    

f)    Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site at Blue Lake Rancheria is currently undeveloped grassland. The project would 
require land disturbance of about 1.8 acres within the Mad River hydrologic unit. This region 
receives approximately 48 inches of precipitation annually (Caltrans 2015c). Soils encountered 
at the site would be expected to consist of highly weathered floodplain alluvium that is 
susceptible to erosion and offsite sedimentation. Rain water falling onto the site that does not 
soak into the ground is expected to drain westward towards the Mad River, which is less than 
one-quarter mile away.   
 
DISCUSSION 

Would the project: 
 
i)     Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
 

The project is subject to and would comply with the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
General Permit, which addresses off-site impacts to water systems. This is required for 
all construction activities greater than 1 acre, including those located on tribal land. 
Compliance with this regulation would prevent or minimize off-site run-off.  

 
Also, most of the site, with the exception of the solar array footings and the concrete 
pads for the battery system and recloser circuit breaker, would be permeable gravel, 
and would therefore not alter the existing drainage pattern in a way that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation off-site or increase the rate or amount of surface run-off. 
Impermeable surfaces such as paving would be more likely to result in changes to the 
existing drainage pattern. 

 
The battery system contains a small amount of lithium ion, a hazardous substance that 
could potentially contaminate run-off from the site if leakage were to occur. However, 
the battery system would be enclosed in a containment system and would have an 
additional catchment system. This would provide protection against leaks and would 
prevent contamination of run-off. Furthermore, as stated in their submitted CEQA 
Compliance Form, the tribe has adopted the State of California’s Uniform Building Code 
(UBC) and International Building Code (IBC) and would issue the project a building 
permit ensuring compliance with these codes (BLR 2015b). (See Appendix C for the 
tribe’s submitted CEQA Compliance Form.)  This would also minimize the chance of 
battery leakage. 

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 
 

j) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
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existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

 
A watering truck would be used onsite during construction to conduct watering for 
fugitive dust control on a daily basis, or more often as needed, unless it is raining 
(GANION 2015a). (See Appendix B.) However, the amount of water used would be 
negligible given that the site is only 1.8 acres and that the construction period is only 4 
months.  
 
There is no planned water use during operation. The project would have no onsite 
personnel who would require potable water. Also, the project owner stated that 
rainwater in the area is usually sufficient for washing the PV panels. If panel washing 
was required at some point, the project owner would fill a 1,500-gallon water truck from 
existing water sources at the Blue Lake Rancheria (GANION 2015b). (See Appendix D.) 
Any water used during operation would be minimal.  

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
k) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
 

l) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site? 

 
m) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 

 
n) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

The project is subject to and would comply with the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
General Permit, which addresses off-site impacts to water systems. This is required for 
all construction activities greater than 1 acre, including those located on tribal land. 
Compliance with this regulation would prevent or minimize off-site run-off.  

 
Also, most of the site, with the exception of the solar array footings and the concrete 
pads for the battery system and recloser circuit breaker, would be permeable gravel, 
and would therefore not alter the existing drainage pattern in a way that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation off-site or increase the rate or amount of surface run-off. 
Impermeable surfaces such as paving would be more likely to result in changes to the 
existing drainage pattern. 
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The battery system contains a small amount of lithium ion, a hazardous substance that 
could contaminate run-off from the site if leakage were to occur. However, the battery 
system would be enclosed in a containment system and would have an additional 
catchment system. This would provide protection against leaks and would prevent 
contamination of run-off. Furthermore, as stated in their submitted CEQA Compliance 
Form, the tribe has adopted the State of California’s Uniform Building Code (UBC) and 
International Building Code (IBC) and would issue the project a building permit ensuring 
compliance with these codes (BLR 2015b). (See Appendix C for the tribe’s submitted 
CEQA Compliance Form.)  This would also minimize the chance of battery leakage. 

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
o) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

 
The project does not include housing and is not located within a 100-year flood hazard 
area.  
 
NO IMPACT 

 
p) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 

redirect flood flows? 
 

The project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Part of the site is located 
within a 500-year flood area. The solar arrays would be mounted on posts, allowing 
water to flow through. 

 
NO IMPACT 

 
q) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 

There are no known levees or dams nearby that could cause flooding of the project site, 
and the project does not include structures that would be occupied by people.   
 
NO IMPACT 

 
r) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

The project is located inland and is not near any body of water, and therefore it would 
not be subject to a tsunami or seiche. Also, there are no steep slopes in the area that 
could cause mudflows.  
 
While the project would not be subject to tsunamis, seiches, or mudflows, it would 
provide power generation, even if the local utility grid went offline, to Blue Lake 
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Rancheria critical facilities, including an emergency operations center, American Red 
Cross emergency shelter, a fueling station, the community water supply, food 
market/storage/preparation facilities, and a wildland fire department, in the case of a 
tsunami along the coast or another disaster. 
 
NO IMPACT 
 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 
 
CONCLUSION 

The project’s Hydrology and Water Quality impacts would be less than significant. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XII.  Noise     
Would the project result in:     

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

   
Temporary 

Noise 
Impacts 

 
Permanent or 
Long-Term 

Noise 
Impacts 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The ambient noise level in the project area includes State Route 299, which is located 
approximately 500 feet to the north of the proposed project and runs in an east-west direction. 
The project would generate noise during the four-month construction period. Construction 
noise would be limited to business hours.   
 
The nearest residence outside of the Blue Lake Rancheria property appears from Google 
Earth to be more than 1,000 feet north of the project site across from SR 299.  
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DISCUSSION 

Would the project result in: 
 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 

established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 
 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project? 
 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 

project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
 
Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary additional noise during 
business hours during the four-month construction period. The nearest residence 
outside of the Blue Lake Rancheria property appears to be more than 1,000 feet north 
of the project site, across from SR 299. The Humboldt County General Plan states that 
the maximum acceptable exterior noise level for residences is 60 decibels (dB) without 
any additional insulation being required (HC 2015).  

 
To minimize noise generated during construction, the project owner would ensure that 
all construction activities are in compliance with all applicable noise regulations. The 
tribe regularly conducts and tracks decibel readings for activities at the Blue Lake 
Rancheria, and would continue to do so during construction of the microgrid to ensure 
that noise levels are measured. Any construction noise generated would likely not be 
heard at the nearest residence given the proximity of SR 299, a biomass energy system 
with compressors and dust collection equipment, a 1 MW diesel generator routinely 
used, and the Rancheria’s main loading dock/delivery area that handles many vehicles 
daily. Furthermore, construction would occur only during business hours and would 
therefore not generate noise at night (GANION 2015a). (See Appendix B.) Off-site noise 
generated by the project would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT during construction. 

 
Operation of the proposed project would reduce noise levels because the solar array 
and battery bank would supplant the diesel generator that currently provides back-up 
power for the casino. (The diesel generator would still be onsite and testing and 
infrequent operations would still occur.) Operation would not generate any permanent or 
long-term increase in off-site ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, and therefore 
there would be NO IMPACT during operation.  

 
Neither construction or operation of the project would involve activities (such as pile-
driving) that would generate excessive off-site groundborne vibration or noise levels. 
There would be NO IMPACT.   
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 
 
CONCLUSION 

The project’s Noise impacts would be less than significant. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XVI.  Transportation/Traffic     
Would the project:     
a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation 

to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

c) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to, level of service 
(LOS) standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or glint and 
glare) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f)    Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

    

g) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located in a mostly rural area approximately 500 feet south of State 
Route 299, which runs in an east-west direction with two lanes in each direction near the 
project site. Vehicles would access the project site via the Blue Lake Boulevard exit off of SR 
299, turning south on Chartin Road for direct access to the Blue Lake Rancheria property. The 
nearest airports are the Arcata-Eureka Airport, approximately 8 miles northwest of the project 
site, and Murray Field, approximately 8 miles southwest of the project site. The Blue Lake 
Rancheria funds and operates a bus transit system that services the city of Blue Lake and 
provides round trips between Arcata and Blue Lake. It operates approximately 13 hours per 
day Monday through Friday (BLR 2015c). 
 
Project construction traffic would include an average of 5 construction workers per day over 
the 4-month construction period, with a peak of 10 construction workers. There would be two 
of the following vehicles at the project site at any time: ready mix truck, skid steer, mini 
excavator, grader, and water truck. Because the main site contractors for this project (Kernen 
Construction) are based less than two miles from the Blue Lake Rancheria site, they would 
typically drive the equipment to the site as needed instead of driving commuter cars, resulting 
in just 0-3 daily commuter vehicle roundtrips generated by project construction. Construction 
would generate approximately 0-3 daily delivery vehicle roundtrips (GANION 2015a). (See 
Appendix B.)  
 
The completed project would require no new employees for operation. 
 
DISCUSSION 

Would the project: 
 
a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 

load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? 
 
Project construction and operations traffic would be minimal. The worst-case scenario 
for traffic generated by the project would be during peak construction if all 10 of the 
construction workers drove to the site individually and if the maximum of 3 daily 
deliveries occurred. This would result in a maximum of 10 daily vehicle roundtrips and 3 
daily delivery roundtrips for a total of 13 daily roundtrips. This would occur only 
temporarily and would be a negligible increase in traffic that would not impact level of 
service on nearby roads or State Route 299. During operations, the project would not 
generate any additional trips. 

 
Impacts would be LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

 
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
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all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? 

 
Due to the negligible increase in traffic generated by the project and the fact that 
construction and operation of the project would occur on Blue Lake Rancheria property 
(not in any right-of-way, etc.), the project would not conflict with any applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system.  

 
NO IMPACT 

 
c) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 

limited to, level of service (LOS) standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

 
The project would add a temporary negligible increase in traffic during construction (a 
maximum of 13 additional roundtrips per day) and no additional traffic during operation. 
Roadway level of service would not be affected. 

 
NO IMPACT 

 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, 

dangerous intersections, or glint and glare) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 
The site is accessed via an access road  from State  Route 299, with relatively light 
traffic levels in this area of the highway. There will be no increase in hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible uses. PV panels can generate glare that appears similar 
to bodies of water and reflections from glass, which under certain conditions, can pose 
hazards to motorists by distracting them or at worst, temporarily causing vision 
impairment. The proposed PV panels, however, would be turned to the south, away 
from the highway and motorists, so there would be no impact. Furthermore, the nearest 
airports are more than 8 miles away from the site, so glare from solar panels would not 
affect aircraft on departure or landing. 

 
NO IMPACT 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
The proposed project would not physically block any access roads or result in traffic 
congestion which could compromise timely access to this facility or any other location. 

 
NO IMPACT 
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f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities? 

 
The proposed project would not result in any conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative transportation. Improvements would occur on-site and 
would not interfere with any mode of alternative transportation. 

 
NO IMPACT 

 
g) result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 

levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
 

The project would not generate additional air traffic and would not encroach on airport 
land, as the nearest airports are more than 8 miles away. PV panels are low in height 
and would not interfere with aircraft flights or air traffic patterns, or require review by the 
Federal Aviation Administration under Title 14, Part 77 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations.  

 
NO IMPACT 

 
MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 
 
CONCLUSION 

The project’s Transportation and Traffic impacts would be less than significant. 
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From: Jana Ganion
To: Harland, Eli@Energy
Cc: David.Carter@humboldt.edu
Subject: Re: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 2:00:28 PM
Attachments: BLR Noise Ordinance.pdf

Hello Eli,

Please see below for answers to the questions from the Environmental Office. Please let me know if there 
are any questions. 

Regarding circulation of the draft environmental review, we will forward you a local 
distribution list, and I am reaching out to regional governments to see if they have a list as 
well. Hope to have that compiled and to you by the end of this week, but please do let me 
know if you need it earlier.
 
Air Quality
1. What types and numbers of equipment would be used during construction activities?

Ready mix truck (for battery storage system foundation - 1–2 days total)
Skid steer 
Mini excavator 
Grader
Water truck 

2. Would Best Management Practices (BMPs) be implemented to reduce effects to air quality (e.g., 
dust) during construction activities?

Yes, a watering truck would be onsite and conduct watering daily (or more often as needed, unless it is 
raining). 
 
Aesthetics
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Would the PV panels be placed in a fixed position?

Yes. The design is that the solar panels are in a fixed position on the ground, and the panels themselves are 
fixed on their bases (i.e. they don’t move to track the sun).
 
Soil and Water (and Biology)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Would BMPs for erosion control be implemented during 
grading to protect nearby streams and rivers?

Best management practices for erosion control have been thoroughly discussed with the construction 
contractor, Kernen Construction and will be applied according to site conditions at time of construction. 
Kernen will implement straw waddles, place straw over any graded areas, and/or construct silt fences. 
There will be relatively low risk of erosion in the summer months, but BMPs will be applied conservatively to

mailto:jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
mailto:Eli.Harland@energy.ca.gov
mailto:David.Carter@humboldt.edu























 ensure zero erosion. 
 
Traffic
1. What is the peak number of construction workers and the average number of construction 
workers?

Average number of construction workers: 5

Peak number of construction workers: 10

2. For the 5 daily vehicles anticipated during construction, please provide a breakdown of the types 
of vehicles (including regular commuter vehicles for construction workers, delivery vehicles, 
construction vehicles, etc.). 

Construction Vehicles:
Two (2) of the following vehicles at any given time:

Ready mix truck
Skid steer
Mini excavator 
Grader
Water truck 

Regular Commuter Vehicles:
0-3 per day
Notes:  Because the main site contractors proposed for this project, Kernen Construction is <2 miles from 
the Rancheria site, their construction workers typically drive the actual equipment to the site (as 
applicable), and therefore have few if any commuter cars. The majority of the work will be done in 
sequence, that is it is anticipated that typically one vendor will be working onsite at a time. The existing 
casino/hotel parking lots, and the existing main loading dock/delivery area (for the entire Rancheria) are 
immediately adjacent to the project site and currently utilized by 2,000 vehicles a day . Any additional 
vehicles would be instructed to use these non-project areas to access the site and park.
 
Delivery Vehicles:
0-3 per day – and these would use the existing main loading dock/delivery area immediately adjacent 
to the project site and utilized by 2,000 vehicles a day. 

Noise
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->What BMPs would be used to ensure “that noise will be 

strictly controlled and minimized” (Section VI: Mitigation)?

The Blue Lake Rancheria has a Nuisance / Noise Ordinance that applies to all activities. All equipment will be
 in compliance with all applicable noise regulations, and construction noise, any loud exhaust systems, and 
back-up indicators will be measured using decibel readers. The Tribe regularly conducts and tracks decibel 
readings for activities on the Rancheria to ensure noise control, and noise export off the Rancheria. It 



should also be noted that the site is adjacent to an existing biomass energy system with compressors and 
dust collection equipment, a 1MW diesel generator that is in routine use, and the main loading 
dock/delivery area that handles 2,000 vehicles (including large delivery trucks) daily (source: Blue Lake 
Rancheria Transportation Plan, 9/30/2011). On the north side of the project is California Highway 299, 
which handles 1,100 vehicles per hour (source: http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2013all/Route280-
405.html). The additional noise anticipated from this project will be negligible, on both a standalone and 
cumulative basis.

Many thanks,

Jana

Jana Ganion
Energy Director
Blue Lake Rancheria
jganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
707.668.5101 x1044

www.bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and attachment(s), if any, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential business information protected by the trade secret privilege, the Electronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA), and/or other
 legal bases as may apply. If you are not an intended recipient, please take notice that disclosure of the information contained herein is 
inadvertent, expressly lacks the consent of the sender, and your receipt of this e-mail does not constitute a waiver of any applicable 
privilege(s). In this event, please notify the sender immediately, do not disseminate any of the information contained herein to any third 
party, and cause all electronic and/or paper copies of this e-mail to be promptly destroyed. Thank you.
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From: Jana Ganion
To: Harland, Eli@Energy
Cc: David J. Carter
Subject: Re: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
Date: Friday, April 24, 2015 10:36:00 AM

Hi Eli,

Thanks for this clarification.

There is no planned water use during operation. We are not planning on installing a water line 
to array field for panel washing. In our climate we get enough rain so that panel washing is not
 typically required. The Tribe has an existing 1,500 gallon water truck that we could use if 
panel washing becomes necessary, and the water to fill the truck will come from existing 
water sources on the Rancheria. 

Thank you,

Jana

Jana Ganion
Energy Director
Blue Lake Rancheria
jganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
707.668.5101 x1044

www.bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and attachment(s), if any, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential business information protected by the trade secret privilege, the Electronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA), and/or other
 legal bases as may apply. If you are not an intended recipient, please take notice that disclosure of the information contained herein is 
inadvertent, expressly lacks the consent of the sender, and your receipt of this e-mail does not constitute a waiver of any applicable 
privilege(s). In this event, please notify the sender immediately, do not disseminate any of the information contained herein to any third 
party, and cause all electronic and/or paper copies of this e-mail to be promptly destroyed. Thank you.

From: <Harland>, "Harland, Eli@Energy" <Eli.Harland@energy.ca.gov>
Date: Friday, April 24, 2015 at 9:51 AM
To: Jana Ganion <jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov>
Cc: Dave Carter <David.Carter@humboldt.edu>
Subject: RE: BLR Microgrid and CEQA

Thanks Jana. I assume there wouldn’t be, but there are some PV facilities that use water to suppress 
dust during operation (mostly in the desert) and we have new rules for using water while operating 
gas fired power plants. I think our staff is being cautious about water use, which is why they asked 
the questions. Thanks
 
-Eli
 

From: Jana Ganion [mailto:jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov] 
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Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Harland, Eli@Energy
Cc: David J. Carter
Subject: Re: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
 
Hi Eli,
 
Let me review this and get back with you asap. 
 
My initial thinking is that there is no water used during operation, but I will double check.
 
Best,
 
Jana
 
Jana Ganion
Energy Director
Blue Lake Rancheria
jganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
707.668.5101 x1044
 
www.bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and attachment(s), if any, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential business information protected by the trade secret privilege, the Electronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA), and/or other
 legal bases as may apply. If you are not an intended recipient, please take notice that disclosure of the information contained herein is 
inadvertent, expressly lacks the consent of the sender, and your receipt of this e-mail does not constitute a waiver of any applicable 
privilege(s). In this event, please notify the sender immediately, do not disseminate any of the information contained herein to any third 
party, and cause all electronic and/or paper copies of this e-mail to be promptly destroyed. Thank you.

 

From: <Harland>, "Harland, Eli@Energy" <Eli.Harland@energy.ca.gov>
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 at 11:17 AM
To: Jana Ganion <jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov>
Cc: Dave Carter <David.Carter@humboldt.edu>
Subject: RE: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
 
Hi Jana, the team working on the environmental review has an additional water question:

We are assuming that no water will be used during operation; however given recent court cases,  we
 should confirm that this is true.  If water is being used during operation, we’ll need to know the 
source and the approximate amount.
 
Thanks
-Eli 

 

From: Jana Ganion
Sent: 4/21/15, 4:21 PM
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To: Harland, Eli@Energy
Cc: David J. Carter
Subject: Re: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
Hi Eli,
 
Thank you. I would like to offer to join in on the call in the morning if that is acceptable to you both, as I can 
help gather posting sites, etc. 
 
For example, the Blue Lake Rancheria has 3 established posting sites and we can certainly post in additional 
sites in/around the project area here. The City of Blue Lake also has 3 public posting sites that they typically 
use. 
 
Please let me know – I can participate tomorrow anytime before noon.
 
All the best,
 
Jana
 
Jana Ganion
Energy Director
Blue Lake Rancheria
jganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
707.668.5101 x1044
 
www.bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and attachment(s), if any, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential business information protected by the trade secret privilege, the Electronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA), and/or other
 legal bases as may apply. If you are not an intended recipient, please take notice that disclosure of the information contained herein is 
inadvertent, expressly lacks the consent of the sender, and your receipt of this e-mail does not constitute a waiver of any applicable 
privilege(s). In this event, please notify the sender immediately, do not disseminate any of the information contained herein to any third 
party, and cause all electronic and/or paper copies of this e-mail to be promptly destroyed. Thank you.

 
 
 

From: <Harland>, "Eli@Energy" <Eli.Harland@energy.ca.gov>
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: Jana Ganion <jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov>
Cc: Dave Carter <David.Carter@humboldt.edu>
Subject: RE: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
 
Thank you Jana and David. I sent the responses to the team that is working on the environmental 
analysis and if they have any questions I will let you know as soon as they send them to me.
 
The next step following the preparation of the analysis is likely a public review period. I don’t think 
it’s totally clear yet what type of determination the analysis will lead us to, though I am getting the 
sense that it is a Negative Declaration. I was hoping for something different, but I’m doubtful that it 
is going to be something less than a Neg Dec.
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CEQA is pretty specific about the processes that we will follow to fulfill public review requirements 
for a Neg Dec. I have those steps outlined. The local distribution list will be very helpful, so thank you
 for working on that. For the other public review requirements there are a few actions that we might
 need local help with, like posting the Notice of Intent in and around the project area.
 
David, are you available tomorrow morning to discuss the public review and steps, including the role 
of the applicant (in this case SERC) and the lead agency (in this case the CEC)?
 
We are getting much closer to pulling all of this together and I appreciate your persistence and 
attention.
 
-Eli
 

From: Jana Ganion [mailto:jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 2:00 PM
To: Harland, Eli@Energy
Cc: David.Carter@humboldt.edu
Subject: Re: BLR Microgrid and CEQA
 
Hello Eli,
 
Please see below for answers to the questions from the Environmental Office. Please let me know if there 
are any questions. 
 
Regarding circulation of the draft environmental review, we will forward you a local distribution list, 
and I am reaching out to regional governments to see if they have a list as well. Hope to have that 
compiled and to you by the end of this week, but please do let me know if you need it earlier.
 
Air Quality
1. What types and numbers of equipment would be used during construction activities?
 
Ready mix truck (for battery storage system foundation - 1–2 days total)
Skid steer 
Mini excavator 
Grader
Water truck 
 
2. Would Best Management Practices (BMPs) be implemented to reduce effects to air quality (e.g., 
dust) during construction activities?
 
Yes, a watering truck would be onsite and conduct watering daily (or more often as needed, unless it is 
raining). 
 
Aesthetics
1.       Would the PV panels be placed in a fixed position?

mailto:jana.ganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
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Yes. The design is that the solar panels are in a fixed position on the ground, and the panels themselves are 
fixed on their bases (i.e. they don’t move to track the sun).
 
Soil and Water (and Biology)

1.       Would BMPs for erosion control be implemented during grading to protect nearby streams and 
rivers?

 
Best management practices for erosion control have been thoroughly discussed with the construction 
contractor, Kernen Construction and will be applied according to site conditions at time of construction. 
Kernen will implement straw waddles, place straw over any graded areas, and/or construct silt fences. 
There will be relatively low risk of erosion in the summer months, but BMPs will be applied conservatively to
 ensure zero erosion. 
 
Traffic
1. What is the peak number of construction workers and the average number of construction 
workers?
 
Average number of construction workers: 5
 
Peak number of construction workers: 10
 
2. For the 5 daily vehicles anticipated during construction, please provide a breakdown of the types 
of vehicles (including regular commuter vehicles for construction workers, delivery vehicles, 
construction vehicles, etc.). 
 
Construction Vehicles:
Two (2) of the following vehicles at any given time:
 
Ready mix truck
Skid steer
Mini excavator 
Grader
Water truck 
 
Regular Commuter Vehicles:
0-3 per day
Notes:  Because the main site contractors proposed for this project, Kernen Construction is <2 miles from 
the Rancheria site, their construction workers typically drive the actual equipment to the site (as 
applicable), and therefore have few if any commuter cars. The majority of the work will be done in 
sequence, that is it is anticipated that typically one vendor will be working onsite at a time. The existing 
casino/hotel parking lots, and the existing main loading dock/delivery area (for the entire Rancheria) are 
immediately adjacent to the project site and currently utilized by 2,000 vehicles a day . Any additional 
vehicles would be instructed to use these non-project areas to access the site and park.
 



Delivery Vehicles:
0-3 per day – and these would use the existing main loading dock/delivery area immediately adjacent to 
the project site and utilized by 2,000 vehicles a day. 
 
Noise

1.       What BMPs would be used to ensure “that noise will be strictly controlled and minimized” (Section 
VI: Mitigation)?

 
The Blue Lake Rancheria has a Nuisance / Noise Ordinance that applies to all activities. All equipment will be
 in compliance with all applicable noise regulations, and construction noise, any loud exhaust systems, and 
back-up indicators will be measured using decibel readers. The Tribe regularly conducts and tracks decibel 
readings for activities on the Rancheria to ensure noise control, and noise export off the Rancheria. It 
should also be noted that the site is adjacent to an existing biomass energy system with compressors and 
dust collection equipment, a 1MW diesel generator that is in routine use, and the main loading 
dock/delivery area that handles 2,000 vehicles (including large delivery trucks) daily (source: Blue Lake 
Rancheria Transportation Plan, 9/30/2011). On the north side of the project is California Highway 299, 
which handles 1,100 vehicles per hour (source: http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2013all/Route280-
405.html). The additional noise anticipated from this project will be negligible, on both a standalone and 
cumulative basis.
 
Many thanks,
 
Jana
 
Jana Ganion
Energy Director
Blue Lake Rancheria
jganion@bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
707.668.5101 x1044
 
www.bluelakerancheria-nsn.gov
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and attachment(s), if any, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential business information protected by the trade secret privilege, the Electronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA), and/or other
 legal bases as may apply. If you are not an intended recipient, please take notice that disclosure of the information contained herein is 
inadvertent, expressly lacks the consent of the sender, and your receipt of this e-mail does not constitute a waiver of any applicable 
privilege(s). In this event, please notify the sender immediately, do not disseminate any of the information contained herein to any third 
party, and cause all electronic and/or paper copies of this e-mail to be promptly destroyed. Thank you.
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